Abstract: A successful community re-entry is a step toward desistance from sex offending. The re-entry phase is critical because it can trigger dynamic risk factors that can lead to a re-offense. In that context, community risk management is seen as pivotal to moderate the impact of community re-entry and associated stressors. The current study, therefore, examines the dynamic factors associated with a successful community re-entry, taking into account the type of community supervision offenders were subjected to. This prospective longitudinal study is based on a quasi-experimental research design where offenders (n=169) were subjected to different types of community supervision (intensive supervision versus regular probation services). Community re-entry outcomes were assessed through the presence of technical violations and/or a new criminal offence. Cox proportional hazards showed that offenders with negative community re-entry outcomes were younger, at-risk of sexual violence, under intensive community supervision, and had more negative social influences and self-regulation deficits. Of importance, intensive community supervision significantly moderated the impact of negative social influences but negatively impacted those with self-regulation deficits. The study provides evidence that dynamic risk factors are important during re-entry and may operate differently under different supervisory conditions.
Community re-entry and the path toward desistance: A quasi-experimental longitudinal study of dynamic factors and community risk management of adult sex offenders Since the advent of the "new penology" in the early 1990s (Feeley & Simon, 1992) , convicted sex offenders have been singled out as dangerous, mentally disordered, and sex crime specialists (Simon, 1998; Simon, 2000) . The new penology combined with political pressure from various groups (e.g., victim rights advocates) led to the implementation of a series of measures against the perceived threat posed by sex offenders (e.g., LaFond, 2005; Lieb, et al., 1998) . This community protection model has been characterized by the emergence of various legal and penal dispositions. For example, sexual predator laws, public notification measures, and home residency restrictions have been enacted in most states in the US. In Canada, the dangerous and long term offender provisions (e.g., Petrunik, 2003; Lieb, et al., 2011) have been put in place to incapacitate dangerous offenders and to increase community surveillance of those in the community. These policies, however, show no or limited impact on recidivism (e.g., Duwe & Donnay, 2008; Walker et al., 2005; Zevitz, 2006) , and criminologists have documented the unintended negative consequences of these dispositions on offenders' lives, such as being evicted from their residences, and, as a result, forced to move to high-crime neighborhoods (e.g., Tewksbury, 2005; Lussier, Dahabieh, Deslauriers-Varin, & Thomson, 2010) . Scholars have made other similar observations regarding sex offenders' employment status (e.g., difficulties finding a job, losing a job), social ties (e.g., social isolation), and victimization (e.g., being harassed, threatened), all of which can lead to instability (e.g., Levenson, D'Amora, & Hern, 2007) . Of importance, the increased surveillance can lead to significantly higher failure rates, not for committing a sex crime, but for technical violations of their parole/probation conditions, such as missing a curfew or drinking alcohol (Lussier, Gress, Deslauriers-Varin, & Amirault, 2014) . Taken together, recent findings suggest that the community protection model currently in place can contribute to the marginalization and isolation of offenders, forcing some of them to go underground. This paradoxical situation further creates issues and challenges for the community risk management of adult sex offenders, while creating barriers for individuals who would perhaps otherwise be on a path of desistance from (sex) offending (e.g., Laws & Ward, 2010; Lussier & Healey, 2009; Lussier & Davies, 2011) . The current study examines some of these assertions using data from a quasi-experimental prospective longitudinal study conducted in Canada. The study deals with an increasingly concerning issue for both countries: the community reentry of a sub-group of medium to high risk adult sex offenders following their prison release. This study aims to describe the community re-entry of sex offenders and dynamic factors associated with a successful community re-entry. The current study takes advantages of a quasi-experimental design to determine whether the type of supervision plays a role (positively or negatively) on the impact of dynamic factors associated with negative re-entry outcomes that are significant challenge against desistance from offending.
Community Risk Management
The "new penology" is aligned with concepts and ideas associated with the actuarial risk assessment and prediction of recidivism that have emerged from the field of correctional psychology.
The actuarial approach involves the determination of risk (probabilities) of reoffending, the identification of associated risk factors, and long-term prediction about the likelihood of recidivism based on those factors (e.g., . Risk prediction is often associated with a one-time assessment for long-term risk prediction whose purpose is to inform legal and penal measures such as civil commitment, indeterminate prison sentences, parole and probation conditions, etc. While risk prediction is mainly concerned with accuracy, risk management is concerned with risk reduction efforts in the context surveillance and supervision in the community (Douglas & Skeem, 2005; Heilbrun, 1997) . In Canada, the current criminal justice response to high-risk sex offenders returning to the community after their prison sentence is tailored toward the community management of risk and associated risk factors. Typically, risk prediction is based on static risk factors while risk management is focused on dynamic risk factors. Static risk factors are fixed, historical characteristics associated with recidivism that do not change over time (e.g., age at first arrest, number of prior convictions, prior conviction for a violent crime) while dynamic risk factors (a) are statistically associated with an increased risk of recidivism; (b) can change and fluctuate over time, and; (c) can theoretically be changed through treatment or intervention (e.g., Douglas & Skeem, 2005) . Dynamic risk factors are often called criminogenic needs because, as suggested by , they carry the "hope", that, if the needs related to criminal behavior are met in a prosocial manner, thereby reducing the need, the risk of recidivism may decrease. While clinical researchers have largely contributed to the description and identification of dynamic risk factors, until recently, scholars have been reluctant to recognize the importance of such factors due perhaps to researchers' self-interest (e.g., not recognizing the importance of individual differences), methodological issues (e.g., difficulties associated with the measurement of a factor that can change over time), and antipathy to risk/needs assessment that do not fit well with the philosophy of the new penology (e.g., rapid and simplistic assessment scheme of large aggregate numbers of offenders (for a discussion, see Gendreau, Little & Goggin, 1996) . While there have been limited but comprehensive studies on community re-entry and the study of dynamic risk factors (e.g., Zamble & Quinsey, 1997) , there has been little research on the examination of dynamic risk factors in the context of the community risk management of adult sex offenders.
High-Risk Sex Offenders Returning to the Community
In 1993, a distinctive measure was implemented in Canada to address high-risk sex offenders returning to the community after completing their sentence. That year, the federal government amended Section 810 of the Criminal Code of Canada. Section 810 of the Criminal Code of Canada allows the court to restrict the liberty of those individuals considered to be at-risk of committing a crime but who are not currently under supervision by the justice system. An individual can be subject to an 810 order if there are "reasonable grounds" that this person will commit a future crime. It is not a conviction and does not appear on an individual's criminal record. Inmost instances, the provincial Crown Attorney's office or police services apply for an 810 order. The amendment introduced Section 810.1 of the CCC which focuses on individuals at-risk of committing a sex crime against a person 14 years-old and younger and Section 810.2 which deals with individuals at-risk of committing a serious personal injury offense. Although Section 810.2 does not make specific reference to a sex crime, it has been used against individuals at-risk of committing a sexual assault and aggravated sexual assault. For an 810.1 or 810.2 order to be issued, evidence that supports the likelihood of a threat to personal safety must be brought to a provincial court judge. If an 810 order is imposed by the court, it takes effect for a period up to twelve months after which it may be renewed upon application to the court (24months if the offender has a prior conviction of a similar nature). Therefore, 810.1 and 810.2 orders impose a series of conditions upon sex offenders at-risk of sexually reoffending who would otherwise be under no other legal dispositions. The court enforces a preventive 810.1 or 810.2 order by imposing a set of conditions (including probation supervision) that the individual has to comply with for the duration of the order.
Although an 810.1 or 810.2 order is not a conviction, a breach of conditions specified by the order is considered to be a criminal offense under Section 811 of the CCC and may lead to a prison sentence (maximum of two years). Typically, individuals who are issued an 810 order are male convicted sex offenders, with limited education, in their forties, who are returning to the community after completing their Federal prison sentence (at least two years), who are moderate-to-high risk of sexually re-offending based on their actuarial scores, and typically refused or dropped out of a sex offender treatment program while incarcerated (Lussier, Deslauriers-Varin, & Ratel, 2010) .
The CHROME Pilot Project Concerns over this growing population of sex offenders returning to the community without engaging in treatment and remaining at-risk of sexually reoffending led to the implementation of a pilot project called the CHROME program (Lussier et al., 2014) . The CHROME (i.e., Coordinated High-Risk Offender Management team) program was implemented in 2006 in order to provide enhanced services and supervision to offenders subject to an 810.1 and 810.2 order. The CHROME program adopted a multidisciplinary, multi-agency approach to the community risk management of sex offenders (e.g., Craissati, 2004; Galloway & Seupersad, 2008; Kemshall, 2008; Wood & Kemshall, 2010) . The CHROME program was run by B.C. Corrections Branch and included a team of probation officers in partnership with two police departments, a psychologist, a program manager, a team of outreach workers, and the Forensic Psychiatric Services Commission, the organization responsible for sex offender treatment in the province. The rationale of this multidisciplinary, multi-agency community risk management program was embedded in the relapse prevention model (e.g., Pithers, Marques, Gibat, & Marlatt, 1983; Laws, 1989) and the containment approach (e.g., English, 1998) . The relapse prevention (RP) model stipulates that offenders who recidivate gradually progress toward a sex crime following a series of specific and predictable cognitions, emotions, and behaviors. Concerns over the offender's ability to detect lapses (e.g., having deviant sexual fantasies) and the ability to use skills learned in treatment led to the development of the external component of the RP model (e.g., Pithers, Martin, & Cumming, 1989) . The CHROME program espoused concepts of the external RP approach by (a) providing additional guidelines for probation officers in tailoring the supervision and the case management plan according to risk factors that are relevant to each offender; (b) the probation officers helping the offender in creating an informed network of individuals to assist in supporting and monitoring his/her behavior in the community; and (c) probation officers referring the offender to a specialized treatment program while developing a collaborative relationship with mental health professionals. This model is less concerned with rehabilitation, but rather, designed to help monitoring and stabilizing dynamic risk factors that may increase the risk of reoffending in the community.
While the external supervision component of the relapse prevention model provides a supervisory framework, it lacks a comprehensive strategy to mobilize various community resources in monitoring the behavior of sex offenders and assisting and supporting them during the community reentry and re-integration process. In that regard, there has been growing interest for a comprehensive and collaborative strategy involving various partnerships between criminal justice professionals. The CHROME program, while relying on concepts of the original relapse prevention model, embodies several features of what has been described as the "containment approach" (English, 1998) : (a) the presence of victim safety and community protection philosophy; (b) multi-disciplinary and multi-agency collaboration that can address the multi-needs of this population of sex offenders; and (c) case management plan that includes surveillance tactics holding offenders accountable on a daily basis. The key objectives of this multidisciplinary team were to: (1) enhance supervision of sexual offenders through a collaborative, team-based approach between criminal justice professionals; (2) ensure that the offender's risk factors were stabilized in the community; and (3) evaluate which aspects of the CHROME program were most effective. In line with the relapse prevention philosophy and some aspects of the containment approach, the CHROME program aimed to break the progression toward a sexual reoffense by, first, facilitating the sharing of information between criminal justice practitioners about the offenders, second, by providing assistance and support to facilitate the offender's community re-entry/re-integration (e.g., help in finding a job, an income, a residence); and, third, by monitoring specific dynamic risk factors in the community that can precipitate a sex crime (e.g., negative emotional states, sexual fantasizing, victim access). CHROME services were offered to all individuals supervised under the CHROME program, but the use of these services was not mandatory.
While there has been growing interest and initiatives promoting the interdisciplinary, interagency approach to the community supervision of high-risk sex offenders (e.g., English, 1998; Kemshall, 2008) , most of these initiatives have not been subject to a rigorous empirical evaluation. The CHROME program aimed to address this gap by examining the impact of a specialized community risk management team. Lussier et al. (2014) examined the impact of the CHROME program on community re-entry using a prospective longitudinal framework. The program was a three-year pilot project that was implemented when funding became available through the National Crime Prevention Centre (Ministry Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness, Canada). The allocated funding allowed the pilot project to establish itself in two geographical locations in the province of British Columbia (B.C.).
Because the program was implemented in only two geographical locations (i.e., catchment area), it created quasi-experimental conditions. Therefore, these conditions allowed comparing and contrasting the impact of the CHROME program on the community re-entry of offenders living in the catchment to that of regular probation services for those living outside the catchment area. Preliminary findings suggested that offenders subjected to the intensive supervision of the CHROME program were more likely to be breached than those subjected to regular probation services (Lussier et al., 2014) .
Furthermore, findings also showed that certain individual-level factors were associated with technical violations and criminal recidivism irrespective of the type of supervision offenders were subjected to, such as being younger, at-risk of a violent offense. This evaluative study, however, did not examine the role and importance of dynamic risk factors and whether the type of supervision impacted in any way dynamic factors during community surveillance.
Dynamic Factors and Community Risk Management
Dynamic factors can become a focus point of the surveillance and assistance by informing criminal justice practitioners (CJP) how to stabilize or decrease the risk of reoffending upon community re-entry. It is believed that the role of CJP is to provide services and supervision at a level matching the offenders risk and needs so that low-risk individuals remain low-risk and high-risk cases become lower risk . Researchers in the area of sexual violence and abuse have argued that distinct dynamic risk factors increase the risk of recidivism in sex offenders and should be the focus of community risk management (e.g., Beech, et al., 2003; Beech & Ward, 2004) . There is a certain consensus suggesting that the most important dynamic risk factors can be classified into six categories (Beech, Fisher & Thornton, 2003; Hanson & Harris, 2001; Beech, 1998; Thornton, 2002) : (a) sexual self-regulation and sexual interests which encompass various manifestations such as a high sexual drive, being overwhelmed by sexual thoughts and urges, and deviant sexual interests; (b) distorted beliefs and attitudes regarding sex offending and/or victims which taps into the lack or limited internal constraints against offending; (c) socio-affective deficits which refers among other things to difficulties developing healthy, respectful, and intimate relationships; (d) self-regulation deficits or difficulties to plan ahead, solve problems, and control negative emotions; (e) noncooperation with community supervision, such as being disengaged and manipulative, and; (f) the presence of a social network, if any, that is composed mainly of negative social influences as opposed to positive prosocial influences. These criminogenic needs can be contrasted with non-criminogenic needs, needs that have not been shown to be related to a new conviction for a sex crime, such as the offender's emotional functioning (e.g., depression, anxiety) and interpersonal competence (e.g., self-esteem, loneliness, social avoidance) (e.g., Hudson, Wales, Bakker, & Ward, 2002) . Past research has shown that dynamic risk factors are as important as static, historical factors (e.g., Gendreau et al., 1996) . More specifically in the context of sex offending, research has shown that dynamic risk factors provide, albeit modest, incremental predictive value over static, historical factors (e.g., Beech, Friendship, Erikson, & Hanson, 2002; Dempster & Hart, 2002) .
Past research having examined dynamic factors are based on retrospective data, using retrospective study design, small purposive samples, etc. (e.g., Beech et al., 2002; Dempster & Hart, 2002) .
Evaluation of CHROME provided an opportunity to prospectively examine the dynamic risk factors of adult sex offenders in the context of community re-entry and community supervision. This allows for the unique opportunity to examine the dynamic risk factors of high-risk sex offenders returning to the community after their prison sentence.
Dynamic Factors and Community Re-Entry
Research to date on dynamic risk factors of recidivism has been focused on the identification of theoretically changeable characteristics that distinguish recidivists and non-recidivists. This approach, however, necessarily neglected the possibility that community reintegration is a process characterized by a series of stages. The first of these stages is community re-entry after serving a prison sentence.
Offenders' needs at this stage are at the most basic level, such as, finding suitable housing, opening a bank account, finding a job and securing an income, figuring out a mode of transportation, reconnecting with family members and friends, establishing prosocial ties in the neighborhood, etc. Fulfilling these basic needs while respecting supervisory conditions and avoiding a re-offense could be considered a successful community re-entry. Addressing these needs, however, can be a challenge to offenders carrying the label of a "convicted sex offender", as the label creates fear, tension and anxiety among community members, leading to instability in or lack of housing and employment, denied access to treatment programs, and so on (e.g., Lussier, Dahabieh, et al., 2010; . The community re-entry becomes more challenging to multi-needs (or high-risk) sex offenders presenting several dynamic risk factors. Past empirical research has not examined dynamic risk factors at different stages following prison release. It is reasonable to argue, however, that dynamic risk factors that may be more important at the earliest stages of community re-entry might not be the same as those once offenders are well integrated into the community. For example, Willis and Grace (2009) compared the community re-entry plans between a small group of (sexual) recidivists and non-recidivists matched on static risk level and time at risk. Among the community re-entry plans in terms of accommodation, social support, employment, as well as motivation to follow through with post-release plan, only social support and employment plans were different between the two groups in that sexual recidivists had poorer plans than non-recidivists. It could be argued then that specific dynamic risk factors tapping into human and social capital (e.g., self-regulation deficits, social support) might be destabilized through frustration, anger and isolation due to the challenges of the community re-entry stage as opposed to those associated more directly with sex offending (e.g., sexual regulation and deviant sexual interest).
The current study examines this possibility.
The Aims of This Study
The community re-entry phase has been subjected to limited theorizing or empirical investigations in spite of the fact that yearly recidivism rates are at the highest in the first three years upon re-entry for convicted sex offenders. The main objective of this study is to describe the community re-entry outcomes of adult sex offenders at-risk of a re-offense ( Figure 1 ). Dynamic risk factors, also known as criminogenic needs, are those factors that are associated with long-term recidivism but can be changed through treatment and intervention. Therefore, the study aims to describe the most important criminogenic needs upon community re-entry as well as those that may become a challenge for a successful community re-entry outcome. For the purpose of the study, positive community re-entry outcome is defined as not committing a new crime. This study is particularly innovative in that it evaluates the role and impact of two types of community supervision on the community re-entry process of convicted sex offenders, that is, the intensive supervision of the CHROME team versus regular probation services. Hence, are dynamic risk factors the same under different supervisory conditions? Does the intensive supervision of the CHROME program helps to stabilize dynamic risk factors through the assistance and support it provides to offenders or, to the contrary, destabilize the dynamic risk factors due the close monitoring offenders are subjected to. While there is a plethora of long-term longitudinal studies of sexual recidivism, there is a significant absence of short-term longitudinal studies aiming to describe the community re-entry process of offender following a prison sentence (e.g., Zamble & Quinsey, 1997). The current study, therefore, examines dynamic factors of a sample of adult sex offenders following their community re-entry and how the level and type of supervision these offenders are subjected to can influence the path toward desistance. Table 1 . On average, these individuals were 42 years old. They were mainly Caucasians (72%) or aboriginals (22%). Note that aboriginals represent about 3 percent of the Canadian population but 27 percent of offenders in provincial custody and 20 percent of offenders in federal custody (Dauvergne, 2012) . The over-representation of aboriginals in the current study is in line with national trends of general adult offenders in custody. Close to the majority of the sample did not obtain their high school diploma. In total, 64% of the sample were at-risk of a sex crime against a child (810.1. order), while 36% were at-risk of a personal injury offense (810.2. order).
--Insert Table 1 --
Research Design
Random experiments or random controlled trials are considered gold standard to assess the efficacy of sex offender treatment. Such design requires random assignment to treatment or no-treatment conditions. For ethical reasons, however, such designs are rarely used in sex offender research. For example, only 6 of the 80 program evaluation reviewed by Lösel and Schmucker (2005) were based on randomization. The next best research design recommended by researchers has been referred to as "incidental assignment" which are possible when there are no obvious reasons to expect pre-treatment differences between the experimental group and the control group Marshall & Marshall, 2007) . Such designs are often possible when there are insufficient resources to provide treatment to all offenders considered for the study. This was the context in which the CHROME study was implemented, that is, there were insufficient funding allocated to implement the program throughout the province of British Columbia, but enough to implement it in two geographical locations, thus creating the conditions for a quasi-experiment. Further, there were no obvious reasons to suspect apriori that sex offenders differ across geographical locations (city-level). This is a prospective study and, therefore, data was collected during the study period to ensure that offenders from these various locations were not different and to make sure that if such differences were discovered, they could be statistically controlled for. The 169 cases were assigned to two supervisory conditions.
Regular Probation Services
The study includes 130 individuals who were subject to regular probation services. These individuals were issued an 810.1 or 810.2 order and supervised in the community before the CHROME program was implemented (n=70) or after the CHROME program was implemented but lived outside the catchment area (n = 60). As soon as these offenders were released from prison, they were subject to the conditions of their 810 order as imposed by the court. As part of these conditions, all these men were supervised by a probation officer of the British Columbia Corrections Branch. Further, all these men had to remain in the province of British Columbia for the whole duration of their order (one year). They had to inform the police and their probation officer of the location of their residence, their whereabouts, and of any traveling in the province. These individuals also had to meet in person on a weekly basis with their probation officer who monitored the offender's compliance with the conditions of their order.
Contact with probation officers also included phone calls and random checks. Other conditions were typically imposed by the court and these conditions varied from one individual to another 1 . This constitutes the main terms of the regular probation services that has been in place since the implementation of the 810.1 and 810.2 orders in 1995.
CHROME Program
The study also includes a group of 39 individuals who were supervised by the CHROME team as their residence upon community reentry was in the catchment area. In 2006, the CHROME program was piloted in specific geographical areas of the province. The CHROME program includes all the elements of the regular probation services -i.e., being supervised by a probation officer who monitors the offender's compliance with the conditions of the 810.1 and 810.2 orders. Conditions to the 810 orders were imposed by the court before assignment to either regular probation services or the CHROME program. Therefore, offenders subject to regular probation services had similar conditions to those supervised by the CHROME program. While the CHROME program included all aspects of regular probation services, it also included additional features in line with the external component of the relapse prevention model and some features of the containment approach: (a) inter-disciplinary and multiagency collaboration, which included a partnership between the probation officer, the municipal police, the RCMP, a psychologist, and a team of outreach workers; (b) case management which included the sharing of information among partners to help monitoring compliance with the conditions of the order;
(c) monitoring of risk factors associated with the offender's offence chain following and applying the principles of the relapse prevention model, and; (d) offering assistance and support to facilitate community re-entry and re-integration through the help of outreach workers. All individuals had the option of not accepting CHROME's services provided by the psychologist and the outreach workers.
The main role of the outreach workers was to help offenders in finding a residence, finding a job, a source of income, providing transportation for appointments, helping to open a bank account, etc. These additional features to the regular probation services represented what we refer here as the CHROME program.
Procedures B.C. Corrections Branch provided anonymized data on all individuals having received an 810.1 or 810.2 order during the study period. All subjects included in the study were identified by a senior research analyst at the B.C. Corrections Branch. The anonymized information included criminal history, community supervision data, as well as data collected by probation officers on dynamic factors. The anonymized information was then transferred into a computerized dataset and analyzed using SPSS 19.0. The data was gathered by trained research assistants (i.e., graduate criminology students) blind to the research questions.
Measures Dynamic Factors
To assess dynamic risk factors, the current study relied on the Stable (Hanson & Harris, 2001 ), a third generation risk/needs assessment tool. Third generation 2 risk assessment methods, whether those based on structured professional judgment (e.g., Lavoie, Guy, & Douglas, 2009) risk/need assessment tools (e.g., Andrews Bonta & Wormith, 2006; Simourd, 2004) , were designed for risk management purposes rather than risk prediction. The Stable was completed by probation officers within the first month or so following prison release. The Stable captures dynamic risk factors that have been shown to be empirically linked to sexual recidivism. The Stable is based on the following six indicators: (a) negative social influences (i.e., refers to the number of negative influences subtracted from the number of positive influences in the social environment), (b) intimacy deficits (i.e., refers to intimate partner, callous/unemotional traits, social rejection, hostility toward women, and emotional identification with children), (c) sexual self-regulation (i.e., refers to sexual preoccupation, deviant sexual interests, and using sex as a coping mechanism), (d) attitudes supporting sexual assault (i.e., refers to pedophilic, rape supportive cognitions, and sexual entitlement), (e) lack of cooperation with supervision (i.e., being deceptive, manipulative, and disengaged with supervision), and (f) general selfregulation deficits (i.e., refers to impulsivity, negative emotionality, and poor problem solving skills).
Each item was scored and recoded using a 3-point scale (low, medium, high). A high score on the scale is indicative of a higher risk of recidivism 3 .
Community Re-Entry Outcomes
Recidivism data was collected using B.C. Corrections computerized data system. Recidivism data refers to any new convictions in the province of British Columbia whose sentence requires supervision by B.C. Corrections. While the computerized data system only includes convictions in the province of B.C., it is important to note that none of these offenders were allowed to leave the province during their 810.1 or 810.2 orders. For this study, recidivism data was analyzed within the first year away from parks and schools, respecting a curfew). The second outcome, general recidivism, refers to whether or not the offender was convicted for any crime during the supervisory period. This outcome excludes any technical violations and refers to sexual, violent non-sexual, as well as nonsexual and nonviolent crimes. Note that, as expected, there were too few sexual recidivists (less than four percent)
in the study to allow the inspection of the dynamic factors associated with sexual recidivism (see Lussier et al., 2014) . The low sexual recidivism rate observed is likely due to a combination of factors such as the focus of the study on community re-entry and the short follow-up period, the fact that these men where under community surveillance, and the focus on official data on sex offending. In total, 31 percent of this sample breached the conditions of their 810 order while 26 percent were reconvicted for any crime during the supervisory period.
Analytical Strategy
First, the sample of offenders assigned to two different supervisory conditions were compared in terms of dynamic risk factors upon community re-entry. A series of t-tests were performed to determine whether the two groups were similar or different in terms of the level of dynamic risk based on their scores on the Stable (low, medium high) as well as their scores on specific dynamic risk factors (intimacy, social influences, self-regulation, sexual regulation, cooperation with supervision, and cognitive distortions). Second, a series of survival analyses were conducted (Kaplan-Meier, Cox proportional hazards) to determine the length of survival upon community re-entry, that is, time spent in the community without reoffending or breaching the condition of their order. The study looked exclusively at the first year after prison release because of the focus on community re-entry. Third, these analyses also allowed determining what dynamic risk factors were associated with technical violations and recidivism and the importance of these factors. To do this, the model first tested the general impact of type of community supervision (model 1). Then this impact was adjusted to determine whether the type of community supervision impacted offenders irrespective of their age and legal status (model 2).
Subsequently, the impact of the community supervision was adjusted by controlling for dynamic risk level (low, medium, high) (model 3). Finally, the impact of community supervision was adjusted for the dynamic risk factors included in the study (model 4). For each model tested, hazard ratios (HR) were reported and examined. Fourth, interaction effects were also inspected to determine whether dynamic risk factors associated with community re-entry outcomes were similar or different across supervisory conditions. All multivariate models were statistically adjusted for the offender's age and legal status (810.1 versus 810.2). Offender's age was controlled for considering its importance in community reentry outcomes. Older sex offenders have significantly lower recidivism rates than younger ones (e.g., Lussier & Healey, 2009 ). The decision to adjust for legal status is based on the fact that there was a higher proportion of 810.2 offenders supervised by the CHROME program (66.7%) than those supervised by regular probation services (26.9%).
Results

Dynamic Factors
Comparisons between the two groups of offenders on dynamic risk factors and dynamic risk level are reported in Table 2 . First, findings show that, as a group, this sample of offenders show pronounced intimacy deficits, with more than two thirds of the sample showing elevated intimacy issues. At the other end of the spectrum, most offenders are relatively cooperative with their probation officer and the supervision process with about one out of five offenders showing significant issues. This image contrasts with the fact that these men either refused or dropped out of treatment while incarcerated. Second, the group of offenders supervised by the specialized team is showing a higher level of dynamic risk as opposed to those supervised by regular probation services. Conversely, the analyses also show the relative absence of individuals presenting a low-risk level (2.6%) as opposed to those supervised by regular probation services (21.5%). Third, the relatively higher proportion of highrisk offenders can be attributed by three dynamic factors. The group of offenders supervised by the CHROME team, as opposed to those of the other group, shows elevated scores on self-regulation deficits, sexual regulations, but more importantly cognitive distortions. In fact, close to half of the group supervised by the specialized team demonstrate significant attitudes supportive of sex offending. Taken together, these findings suggest that the group of offenders supervised by the CHROME team, as opposed to those of the other group, manifest more evidence of sexual problems (sexual regulation, cognitive distortions).
--Insert Table 2 --Examination of the survival curves highlight that community re-entry outcomes are significantly influenced by dynamic factors (Figure 2) . When looking at technical violations, individuals with lowlevel of dynamic risk factors survive on average 314.2 days as opposed to 299.2 days for the moderate group and 267.6 days for the high-risk group. Mantel-Cox pairwise comparisons confirm that the highrisk group survived a significantly shorter time (p < .05) in the community than the low-risk and marginally shorter than the moderate-risk group (p = .055). From the survival curves, it can be seen that the high-risk group starts standing apart from the two other groups after the second month following their prison release. In other words, that period appears more critical in terms of breaching the conditions of their supervisory order for individuals with several dynamic risk factors. Interestingly, when looking at general recidivism, the same trend is not observed.
--Insert Figure 2--
In the next section, the association between dynamic risk factors and community supervision outcomes are examined. Separate survival models are conducted for each of the dynamic factors included in the study and main effects are examined first. Then, additional models are inspected, this time adjusting the main effect of the dynamic factors by controlling for other covariates (i.e., offender's age and legal status). The findings are reported in Table 3 . Clearly, results show that several dynamic factors are related to both technical violations and general recidivism. For technical violations, offenders with more negative social influences, self-regulation deficits and less cooperative with the supervision process are more likely to breach the condition of their supervision order. Not surprisingly, offenders who are of higher dynamic risk were also more likely to breach their order. When removing the effect of offender's age and legal status, negative social influences and lack of cooperation with supervision remain associated with technical violation of their order. In other words, irrespective of offender's age and legal status (at-risk of committing a sex crime against an adult or a child), negative social influences and lack of cooperation are significantly associated with recidivism.
--Insert Table 3 --Results observed for general recidivism in Table 3 are quite similar. Intimacy deficits, negative social influences, and lack of cooperation with supervision increase the risk of general recidivism. After adjusting for offender's age and legal status, only social influences and cooperation with supervision are associated with recidivism. Hence, these negative social influences and lack of cooperation with the supervision process are related to both technical violations and general recidivism. This is important
given that a high-risk status on dynamic factors is not linked to either technical violations or general recidivism. Therefore, the effect found was specific to those factors and not the result of an accumulation of dynamic risk factors. Note that across all model tested, offender's age and legal status 
Community Risk Management
In this section, the impact of community risk management is examined using a series of trimmed regression models based on Cox proportional hazards. The findings are reported in Younger offenders at-risk of a personal injury offense are more likely to have negative community reentry outcomes (technical violation, general recidivism) than older offenders at-risk of a sex crime against a child. There was one exception to this trend. When controlling for negative social influences (model 4), legal status becomes marginally significant (technical violation) or no longer significantly related to negative community re-entry outcomes (general recidivism). Fourth, model 4 also shows that when looking at all dynamic factors simultaneously, only negative social influences emerged as a significant predictor of a negative community re-entry outcome. Considering the findings regarding negative social influences, additional analyses are conducted to better understand this effect (not shown due to space limitations).
--Insert Table 4 Table 5 . Interactions effects are tested individually for each of the dynamic risk factors as well as the overall dynamic risk level (low, medium, high). Cox proportional hazard models are tested for the two negative community re-entry outcomes (technical violations, general recidivism). Of the sixteen interactions effects tested, three significant effects were found (19%), one of which was marginally significant. Individuals who were supervised by regular probation services and had negative social influences reoffended and breached their supervisory conditions sooner than those under intensive community supervision with negative social influences. Said differently, those offenders with negative social influences under intensive supervision had better community re-entry outcomes than those under regular probation services. Hence, while negative social influences interacts significantly with community supervision type, no significant effects were found for positive social influences. In other words, positive social influences had the same effect on community re-entry outcome irrespective of the type of community supervision.
--Insert Table 5 --Individuals with self-regulation deficits have different community re-entry outcomes depending on the type of supervision they are subjected to. The interaction effect can be interpreted as follow.
Supervision by the specialized team decreased the length of time spent in the community without breaching the conditions of their supervisory order. In other words, these men with self-regulation deficits who were under intensive supervision were breached sooner than those supervised by regular probation services. When we look closely at self-regulation deficits in different supervision level, we find a 40 day difference between those showing a moderate self-regulation deficits (Estimated mean survival time: 313 days) and those showing high self-regulation deficits (Estimated mean survival time:
273 days) among those supervised under regular probation services. This 40-day difference is reduced to about 10 days among those supervised by the specialized supervision team (Estimated mean survival time: moderate self-regulation deficits = 270 days; high self-regulation deficits = 259). In other words, offenders with either moderate or high self-regulation deficits breach significantly sooner under the intensive supervision of the specialized team, keeping in mind that the interaction effect found was marginally significant (p=.06). Taken together, intensive supervision might have played a protective role for offenders with negative social influences but was associated with poorer outcomes for the more impulsive offenders with self-regulation deficits.
Discussion
The current study examined community re-entry outcomes of convicted adult male sex offenders returning to the community following their prison release. These individuals were all considered to be at-risk of reoffending by the court, and as a result, were imposed a series of conditions that comes with an 810 order. Indeed, the group of individuals included in the study is by no means a general sample of convicted adult sex offenders returning to the community. One third of this population showed high-risk scores on the Stable indicating the presence of multiple dynamic risk factors associated with sexual recidivism, while another half of the sample showed a moderate-level of dynamic risk 5 . While this group is moderate-to-high risk of sexual reoffending based on dynamic risk alone, few of those 5 Hence, not all these individuals were high-risk to sexually reoffend based on the scores of the Stable. This point alone raises many questions has to whether this group of individuals should be the focus of an 810 order and whether this group should be subject to intensive supervision. A critical analysis is beyond the scope of this study. These points, however, were examined and discussed in Lussier, Dahabieh, et al. (2010) individuals sexually re-offended during that community re-entry period. The most likely negative community re-entry outcome for this group was a technical violation of their supervisory conditions, especially for those under intensive supervision. This finding is not surprising and in line with our previous observations with this population (Lussier, Dahabieh, et al., 2010; Lussier et al., 2014) . The goal of this study was to investigate possible individual-level dynamic factors responsible for such negative outcomes in the context of different type of community supervision and risk management strategies. More specifically, the current study was set out to describe the community re-entry of sex offenders and their community re-entry outcomes by examining three inter-related questions: (a) what are the most prevalent dynamic factors for this population? (b) what dynamic factors informs of negative community re-entry outcomes? (c) are dynamic factors impacted by the type of community supervision offenders are subjected to? For this group of sex offenders, the findings suggest that upon community reentry, the most prevalent dynamic risk factors are not necessarily the ones informing about community re-entry outcomes. Furthermore, the study provides at least preliminary evidence that dynamic risk factors may operate differently under different supervisory conditions. It is worth noting that these individuals presented a profile raising reasonable grounds that these men were at-risk to sexually reoffend upon their community re-entry. Studying the path toward desistance in the context of community re-entry is especially relevant for this selected group of individuals.
The Path Toward Desistance
Desistance is unlikely to be characterized by sudden termination of offending given that it takes time to build or re-build the necessary conditions for community integration. In fact, it could be reasonably argued that some of these men were never truly socially integrated given their criminal and prior sentencing history. Community integration was even more challenging now given their status as both a high-risk offender 6 and a sex offender. In that context, therefore, desistance from offending is likely to take time and include a series and lapses and relapses. Not surprisingly, a substantial proportion of sex offenders breached the condition of their supervisory order within the first few months of their prison release, especially younger sex offenders. It suggests that younger sex offenders had poorer reentry outcomes, even after controlling for dynamic factors and level of supervision. Age does matter in the understanding of community re-entry outcomes irrespective of the risk of reoffending (Lussier & Healey, 2009 ). The study findings showed that while offenders considered high-risk to sexually reoffend based on their profile of dynamic factors were more likely to breach the conditions of their order, they
were not more likely to generally reoffend. Three things are worth considering here. First, the dynamic factors included in the study are those that inform of the risk of sexually reoffending following prison release. Second, conditions imposed as part of the supervisory order were generally imposed on the understanding that they refer to high-risk situations to sexually reoffend (e.g., staying away from parks/schools, not consuming alcohol or drugs, respecting a curfew). Third, the imposition of conditions as part of the supervisory order aimed to prevent someone's behavior from escalading to a sexual reoffense. In that context, it is not surprising that dynamic factors of sexual offending were statistically associated with breaching these conditions. The study, however, cannot inform whether these findings reflect that breaching resulted from the offender escalating his behavior toward a sexual re-offense, or probation/police officers being more concerned with high-risk offenders with multiple dynamic factors.
It does show, however, that the group most at-risk of sexually reoffending had poor community re-entry outcomes, especially younger sex offenders at-risk of committing a sexually violent crime. Their community re-entry problems were perceptible as soon as the second month following their prison release. 6 The term high-risk offender is used here is spite of findings showing that most of these individuals were not high-risk to sexually reoffend based on the scores of the Stable. Other factors than scores on Stable were considered to impose an 810 order. It is worth emphasizing here that CJP considered these individuals to be high-risk offenders (see Lussier, Dahabieh, et al., 2010 ; Lussier, Deslauriers-Varin, et al., 2010).
Desistance theorists have stressed the role of an intimate partner and a positive relationship is a key to desistance as that partner may represent (a) an opportunity to knife-off the past; (b) represent an informal source of social control over the partner's whereabouts and activities; (c) help to support and promote a self-identity change (e.g., Laub & Sampson, 2003; Maruna, 2001) . A positive and trusting relationship may provide offenders with new opportunities to commit to new roles and a new lifestyle valued by them, which may become worthy of being protected (Kazemian & Maruna, 2009; Mulvey, Steinberg, Fagan, Cauffman et al., 2004) , thus giving them an opportunity to redefine themselves as law-abiding citizens (e.g., Maruna, 2001) .While the "good wife" hypothesis may have some value for typical grown-up juvenile offenders in adulthood, it is unclear whether it also applies to adult male sex offenders. The interpersonal functioning of these men was of particular interest in the context of community re-entry and the importance of social assistance and support to ease the prison-community transition. At the time of community re-entry, the vast majority of these men were either single or separate/divorced. Friends and family members might have cut ties with these individuals as a result of both the nature of their crimes and the time spent incarcerated. Some of these men were actually restrained from having contact with their family member, especially if one of them had been previously victimized by the offender. Further,most of these men were characterized by a history of relational problems as evidenced by the overwhelming presence of intimacy deficits. Developing positive and trusting relationship is an issue for most of the men included in the sample. While attachment deficits are well-known among sex offenders (e.g., Marshall, 1993) and represent an important aspect of sex offender treatment (e.g., Marshall, 1989) , the men included in the sample refused or dropped out of treatment while incarcerated. Moreover, by itself, prison does not provide a context favorable to the development social skills and attitudes necessary to develop and maintain secure bonds with peers.
Hence, it is not surprising to see that upon community re-entry intimacy deficits were still present.
While intimacy deficits were common in all men included in the sample, it is believed that the context surrounding community re-entry and how offenders chose to approach their supervisory conditions and follow advices and recommendations from their probation officers as well as how they connected (or reconnected) with social ties were pivotal of community re-entry outcomes.
For the most part, researchers having examined dynamic factors associated with recidivism have not been able to determine the impact of supervisory conditions on dynamic factors (e.g., Hanson & Harris, 2001 ). The quasi-experimental design of the current study allowed examining the impact of could well mean that offenders with negative outcomes following community re-entry decided to reconnect with antisocial/deviant peers against recommendations by probation officers. For these men, social interactions with negative peers might have carried more value and significance than social isolation, especially in the context of community re-entry and the associated difficulties that comes along (e.g., finding a place to sleep/live, finding a job and securing an income, finding a mode of transportation). It could well be that offenders showed little or poor judgment in using illegal and criminal means through the help or influence of their friends to address these basic needs upon re-entry.
It could also reflect the fact that negative influences favored the rapid re-emergence of behaviors and lifestyle (e.g., going to bars, drinking alcohol, using drugs) that can precipitate a crime and in doing so, they breached the conditions of their order. Upon community re-entry, therefore, the path to desistance may have to do with how offenders overcome their intimacy deficits, develop a trusting relationship with a positive figure, respect the conditions of their supervisory order while meeting basic needs through legal and prosocial ways.
If community supervision can provide a context for offenders to make decisions that can lead to desistance from offending, the study findings show that offenders with different dynamic needs respond differently to supervision types. While matching treatment component to offender characteristics is a well-document aspect of general offender rehabilitation , such approach may be worth considering also for the case management and the community supervision of adult sex offenders. In order words, a one-size fits all approach to high-risk sex offenders returning to the community might not be a fruitful approach for both the offender and the community. In fact, the study did not find significant interaction effects between dynamic risk level and type of community supervision suggesting that high-risk offender were not more responsive to intensive supervision than moderate or low risk offenders. Interaction effects were found between specific type of dynamic factors and type of community supervision. Indeed, on the one hand, the study highlighted that more impulsive offenders showing evidence of self-regulation deficits under intensive supervision breached sooner the conditions of their supervisory order than those under regular probation services. This may indicate that intensive supervision without treatment/intervention dealing with the offender's self-regulation problems does not favor positive community outcomes and desistance from offending. On the other hand, the study findings also showed that intensive supervision significantly mitigated the negative impact of a negative social environment on the offender's community re-entry outcomes. It is of particular interest that the type of community supervision had a differential impact on the role and impact of negative social influences, given that offenders under different supervisory conditions (i.e., regular probation service, intensive supervision) were not different at community re-entry in terms of the presence of negative social influences as scored by the Stable. The factors and process by which the intensive supervision program mitigated the offender's probabilities of breaching their supervisory conditions as well as reoffending remains elusive. The intensive supervision program might have deterred offenders from taking part in illegal activities with antisocial peers or antisocial peers might have limited their association and contacts with the sex offender due to the community supervision to which their friend was subjected. Also, it could well be that the intensive program limited the influence that negative peers had during the re-entry period due to the presence of outreach community workers who accompanied offenders during that phase. Their presence might have offset, at least in the shortterm, the negative influence that certain peers/family members might have on sex offenders.
Implications
The study findings identify important aspects of community reentry with significant implications for the case management of high-risk sex offenders returning to the community following their prison release. Older offenders, irrespective of their risk status are more likely to have a successful community re-entry outcome. The same can be said about offenders at-risk of child sexual abuse. Conversely, this suggests that the case management of younger individuals at-risk of sexual violence need to be adjusted to reflect their tendency to return to former behavioral patterns putting them at-risk of sexual reoffending. This provides further evidence that focusing case management on dynamic factors early on to address the critical period of community re-entry is key to a smoother re-entry (Zamble & Quinsey, 1997) . If dynamic factors predict technical violations and dynamic factors are criminogenic needs amenable to change, then interventions addressing offenders criminogenic needs can lead to reductions in technical violations as well as general reoffending. As such, a case management plan focused on the offender's risk and needs should be in place before the first two months of prison release. This would assist in addressing the critical period for those offenders with needs that predict technical violations and offending during their re-entry period. Particularly, probation officers should be aware of sex offenders who have increased negative social influences in their social environment and manifesting decreased levels of cooperation with their probation officer. The criminal justice system should also be aware of any measures that may increase the likelihood of offenders having to move and reside in criminogenic neighborhoods, which in turn, may increase the presence of negative social influences in the offender's immediate environment. The CHROME program included outreach community workers whose role was to help and assist offenders during the re-entry phase while the offender was under community surveillance. These workers represented a positive figure not associated with the police or probation services that may have served to positively influence these men toward compliance of the supervisory process and supervisory conditions. Offenders were free to use or not these services, but the vast majority did (Lussier et al., 2014) . It is unclear, however, at this stage whether the presence and assistance provided by these community workers significantly reduced technical violations and future studies will help to examine this point. Also, the current study showed that the overall level of dynamic risk factors was predictive of poor community reentry outcomes, more specifically in terms of breaching the conditions of their supervisory order. This highlights the fact that the Stable is a suitable instrument to monitor dynamic factors for this particular group of adult sex offenders considered at-risk of sexually reoffending following their prison release. More research is needed to determine whether specific profile or clusters of dynamic factors help to distinguish adult sex offenders. This could have important implications for the case management of sex offenders returning to the community following their prison release.
Limitations
The study is not without limitations and research findings should be interpreted accordingly. The sample of offenders was relatively small and included a group of adult male sex offenders supervised in the province of British Columbia, Canada. Findings, therefore, might not generalize to offenders outside the province. The sample was too small to examine whether dynamic risk factors were distinct for child molesters and offenders at-risk of sexual violence. The fact that offenders at-risk of sexual violence were more likely to breach their supervisory conditions and reoffend during the community re-entry period suggests that perhaps, factors specific to them might have played a role. Future studies should explore the dynamic factors of these two groups of individuals and whether upon re-entry divergent factors are more likely to be destabilize and favor a breach of conditions and/or recidivism. Community re-entry outcomes, breach of supervisory conditions and general recidivism were based on official data.
It is possible that findings could have been different if self-reported data had been used to study these outcomes. It is difficult, however, to determine what the validity of those data would be given the supervisory and legal context of the study. While it could be argued that the follow-up period was (too) short, a point was made that this study is not about long-term prediction or reoffending but understanding community re-entry as an important part of the path to desistance. Future studies will examine how community re-entry helps inform about more long-term community outcomes.
Conclusion
The current study found evidence that dynamic factors are predictive of a breach of supervisory conditions as well as general recidivism during community re-entry. The findings also showed that dynamic factors, especially the presence of negative social influences, are associated with these two negative outcomes irrespective of the type of community supervision offenders are subjected to. The study also demonstrated that the CHROME program, which combines intensive supervision and outreach community support, can significantly mitigate the impact that negative social influences may have during community re-entry. The study reiterates the significance and importance of dynamic factors for the understanding of community re-entry and short-term recidivism. It also stresses the importance of studying dynamic factors in the context of the presence and type of community surveillance offenders are subjected to upon community re-entry. Further research in this area should attempt to replicate these results on other sex offender populations as defined by sentencing orders and risk levels to determine if these results are unique to the 810.1 or 810.2 sample (suggesting it is something attributable to the nature of 810 orders and the clients who receive these orders) or if this variation of intervention response by dynamic risk level/need interaction is prevalent across sentence, intervention, and perhaps offending types. Intimacy deficits 1.6 (0.6) 0-2 Negative social influences 0.7 (0.7) 0-2 Self-regulation deficits 1.3 (0.7) 0-2 Sexual regulation 1.1 (0.7) 0-2 Poor cooperation with supervision 0.7 (0.8) 0-2 Cognitive distortions 1.2 (0.7) 0-2 N=169, *=self-reported information at intake. Note. All dynamic factors tested separately. Adjusted Hazard ratios were computed by controlling for the following factors: offender's age and legal status (810.1 vs. 810.2). N=169. †p < .10 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001. Note. All models were tested by examining the main effect of the dynamic factor, type of supervision and their interaction effects. Separate models were examined for each dynamic factors. There were too few cases with an absence of intimacy deficits to examine interaction effects with type of supervision. HR=Hazard ratio. N=169. †p < .10 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001. Figure 1 . Research framework and design of the community re-entry study.
